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Levels of Use Interviews: A '‘Successful Formative Evaluation
. A 3
Alan L.--Roecks
(/ . John H. Andrews’ .
- “‘
Evaluation Services
Education Service Center, Region 20
San Antonio, Texas
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Since'tge passage of the Elementary and Secondary Educatjion Act of 1365,

- ' . -

evaluat'io'nl of educational programs often has relied on the* experimental model.

- -

Answers were sought to the question ''Dpes ‘the program work or ndt?" All too
. frequently, studies resulted in "no significant findings" and programs were

‘judged ?ailuresﬁ-despite experimen:al evidence suggesting that the progfags

. did,’ indeed produce desireable results. One explanation for this discour;g:

ing finding could be the failure of proper progfam implementation ,Evaluating\

. such prégrams runs. the risk of appraising ''non-events' (Charters & Jones,
1973), Research from the extensive Rand study on Title 1 ESEA programs (Berman
& McLaughlin, 1978) revealed that the program in many‘dietricts had not taken -l\

place, suggesting that failure of proper implementatipn may be more widespread
. "- . —-—
than previcusly thought. Freeman 1977) contends that many "no effect!' evalu-

1

ations. can be explained by the failure of pro prograf implementation:
. " o

There may be progfams that offer significant solutions to defeéts in
the human condition that have been passeﬁ over because evaluaqion
failed, to show an impgpt. Yet, in fact, the real reason for lack of

, impact was that the program was never implemented fully well, or at
all. (p. 27)

Some researchers, including Mushkin (1973) and Rossi, Freeman and Wright

(1979)’ see the problem due to faulty research procedures. Comparative

. [ )

e definition of evaluation used for this paper is taken fer the Phi Delta
Kappa's National Study Committee on Evaluation: "Educational evaluation is the
process of delineating, qbtaining, and providing useful information for judging
decision alternatives.'" (Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba, Hammond, Merriman,
and Provus, 1971 p. 40). :




'educational .studies may be based bn instructional models not sehsitive to the *

. actual environment.  The dominance of the scientific methdd limits serious
v ‘ * .
h : . -

, . Q-
congideration’of alternatgffe research paradigms. Variables ghat can be\con- '

P ) trolled. are included in_experiybntal studies; other reélevant variables,may be

)

excluded. Writing a decade earlier, Stufflebeam et al (1971) wisely advised
- R . / - R P
that evaluation methodology must not be limited to the experimental model: ‘ .

. Perhaps the greatest challenge facing the evaluator is overcoming
the idea that evaluation methodology is identical to research method- -
ology. Equating them forces certain constraints inimical to the e \
purposes qf/evaluation and makes it impossible to meet certain.of‘\Qs . jt
needs served by good evaluation (p. 22) j . -

Elaborating, the- authors caution that conyentibnal experimental design may not

5

\Y\ be appropriate in situations where the efficiency of the overall prccess, in-

tluding desired outcomes, is studied:

i
Perhaps the most damagiqg assertion about the application of conventional /%
experimental design to evaluation situations is that it conflicts with - -
the principle that evaluation should facilitate the continuous improve~
ment of a progran. Experimental designs prevent rather than promote |
changes in the treatments. ’
. Y * 3 ‘ ‘ ! |

It is probably unrealistic to expect directors of innovative projects to |, .o 4
\ , accepE:Ehese conditions, because they obviously cannot constrain a treat- |

ment to its original, undoubtedly impérfect form, just to insure internally
valid end-of-year data....concepts of evaluation are needed which could
i\ _ stimulate, not stiffle, dynamic development of programs. (p. 26) s
1w

.-&\ : Qualitative Methodology
) . . ‘

Viable alternatives ‘to the experimental model recently have been developed.

" Qualitative methodology has'gained increasing support éiom evaluation investi- ™
o % .
' gators (Gebhardt, 1979). Because they provide ingight into the fundamental
.t . . .
s prbeessee of education, qualitative methodologies emphasize getting "closer ’

\ to the déta,? developing an understanding of the observed and describing the

\ .

hrealiey of the situation (Rist, 1977). Common methpdologies include partici-

pant ot non-participant observation and comprehensive interviews.
4
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) sure proper'program implementation has occurred, determined'from“qualitative

inquiry,’is often necessary beforefcarrying out a more quantitatively-oriented

do not follow a prescribed curriculum, the goals of the program may :;4;9/’
3478,

‘ training program.

€ . ~ .

: _ o
Qualitative #nquiry can be 1ndependent or camplimentary of qualitative stwdy.

Qualitative procedures document the need for quantitative gtudies. Making

N

impact study. Information from qualitative studies is useful in addressing T

.

the formative evaluation question "How can this program. be improved?¥ -

«..If the agency is interested in information on its effectiveness
in delivering services, the evaluation can study the process of

, program impleméntation and find out the extent to which the program
is producing the quantity, quality, and coverage of services that were
expected. (Weiss, 1972, p. 75). . , L)

»
»

The flexibility of qualitative studies allgys formative evaluation of
A Y . =
) - ) . .
educational training programs, where findings can be used for the purpose of

program'improvement. Summative evaluation, which involves quantitative pro-

cedures, is harder to carry out due to the!inherent difficulty in defining

how training programs are implemented Educational training programs often

.

plemented differently across organizational levels (Anderson & Ball
Chapter 10). This paper describes- how,a(qgalitative methodol gy,'Levels of

Use (LoU), was apegied Successfully in the formative evaluation of a teacher

“
’
N

Leveis of Use Interviews .

AN
. In a comprehensive review ofxgurriCﬁlum and instrucfion implepentation, P

2

»

Fullan and Pomfret (197?),;evealed that’ a mdjority of research studies centered

1 - 3 v

jon the,fidelity of implementation: Fidqlity, which compares actual and in-"

- .

ended use fotr the innovation, was researched in two distinct wﬁysg—focusing
either™en organizational change or specific curricular innovations One tech-
b4

nique identified by Fullan and Pomfret for measuring curriculum implememtation -«

- -
4
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»
was Levels of Use (LoU) of the Innovation. The relationship of LoU to the ; \
LY - . " 2 .
.concept of fidelity of implementation is illustrated below.
. . . ¢ ’ . e ]
’ ) } Fidelity of Implementation ) .
' Specific Cwkricular Organizational Change '
' Ionovgtions - ) ,
é .. . , ‘

(Measured by)

. _Levels of Use ’

-

»

F
. .
H

Conceptually, LoU is pajt of the Cqncetns Based Adoption Model (CBAM). CBAM

«

accounts fdf‘!nplementation using two approaches. One approach focuses on changes

in the innovation itself, the second identifies two_critical dimensions for de-

..

. scriﬁing change from the indivi.ual perspective. These dimensions are Stages of

Concern about the Innovat;on (Hall & kutherford, 1976) and Levels of Uée of the ‘,
Innovation (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, & Newlove, 1975). A series of longitudinal

>

‘and, cross-sectional studies have verified the existence of seven Stages of Con-
- ° 4 , ’ .
cern and eight Leve{g of Use (See Appendix A). LoU has received limited use as

a cur;icular evaluation tool with emphasis placed on summatiQe evaluation.
. ¥ . o .
. Okpalobi (1979) demonstrated the effgctiveness of a réading staff-development

’
2

program by researching the overall and eight component LoU réifngs for 27

4

treatment and 21‘control teachers. With a few exceptlons with some ambiguity
at the higher end of the scale, Hall and Loucks (1977) and Réidy~and Hord (1979)

discovered a positive relationship between the LoU and student achievement. Hall
. R . P

’,

A and Loucks also found that teachers in their first year of use do not imﬁlement
. " ’ .

;42 well and correspondingly da not have as high LoU.rating. Other facts about

Lol include: T ‘ ‘
. ' . ) ' ' ’ ¢ » - ‘ .
e Reliability. /[Interater reliability ranges from .87 to .96 for . :
' the overall LoU rating. - . '
s .; LoU was.,developed by educators for educators. .
- N . ’ 4 -
* .‘> . , -'4-' ‘l i . -~

. -~ pay o
. {




PR ' ‘ .
, , ;) Validity. ' Ethnographic studies of all day teacher activity reveal

§ .
. a corrélation of .98 between interview ratings and ratings from

observation.

oLt : . ¢
e . Overall implementation. LoU can determine-tﬁi”g;ggee of implemen-

tation for individuals exposed to_treatment.

To thé best of the authors' knowledge,»LoU interviews have not been used

for formative evaluation purposes. This paper documents how LoU tan be used
. - . - , ‘
for this purpose in an intermediate education agency. "
. * [ . » . . .

HitIT I'm LoU. With ry

' Big Ears
“l can sense whether
’ a program is in place.
-t . . '

| . . Region 20 . .

o

The state of Texas is divided Ante t&enty regions served by intermediate-

education service agencies, Eséablished as part of the public education system

of Texas in 1?67, the service agencies offer school districts and teachers an

’ppportunity.to recejve specialized.serviceshthatvnormally would be beyond the
- “ - 4
‘reach of the average sized school systenm. By participating in programs with
. » , * N . ¢
y the intermediate agenciesg, school systems take advantage of cost-saving bene-

fits and program financing anq planﬁing which result from cooperative efforts.
They also realize additiongi funding and services that are available from state

and féderai services for regional programs of this type. Since Texas Service

»

Centers are not in a regulatory position for the districts they serve, student

.

- achievement data generally is not available for ‘evaluation of Center -programs.

“ e

L} ’ Evaluation at Region 20 has a dual thrust. First, technical .assistance

-

is proviaed to districts. Evalultion wor&shops are provided to district staff .

.

on topics includihg how Levels of Use can document whether or not the brogram

’
.
1




" needs dre met by evaluation information which address immediate, short term

o

[ I .‘ ‘ .
- ) ‘ '

-

is in place. Second, programp;énd services for training teachers provided '
Y~ . N
‘,_ [l - -
to districts are evaluated. "lenter staff represent evaluation "clients."
' N , ; ,

Evaluation focuses od how teachers implement Center programs. LoU is one

\m‘y i

of several evaluation techniques employed.
'] l\
. ) , - s ' -

' ' .The READS Ptogram , ~ >

I

READS was one of about 30 curricular programs housed/at‘Region 20 dutfing °*
the 1978-79 school year. READS consisted of a sequence of student objectiyes ~
and pre;posttests for grades 1-8. TeacheTs used these naterials ulong wigi;> ’ .
a record keeping system to individualize reading instauction. Funded from

TitLp IV-C, ESEA monies, READs was was in its third (Phase IIi) and final year
of operation when evaluated. The teacher sample reported in this paper con-

v

sisted of teaéners trained during the previous two years of the program.

3 T———

.
L

The evaiuation-fqgus was both summative and forpative. Objectives whose™

.intent have -been quantified/describe program direction. The audience for .

summative evaluation, where a judgement about program worth is made, were the

funding.agency and Region 20 administration. The summative objective for -

READS reduired that at 1Mst 60% of the teachers trained during the two previous

»

‘

years be implementers.2 ) ‘

By May 30, 1979, 60% of the teachers in Phase I and Phase II schools
and 40% o% the teachers in Phase III schools will be implementing .
READS with all or a section of theim student population. Accomplish- %

ment will be shown by a representative sample of teachers judged im- L

plementers (LoU III, IV-A, IV—B V). - . . v e

The primary users of evaluation'information are progran staff. Their. *

. ‘ 4

4 -
L4
» ~
LY

2The major product of the evaluation office's first ypar (1977-78) was to
develop measurable objectives f ach Region 20 program. (See Drezek, Estes, , _
Roecks, & Andrews, 1980.) A demon to use LoU interviews for meaSuring
Curricular implementation had not been made when the objectives* for READS -
vere’ submitted to “the funding agency. " SubseQuently, objectives were modif#ed

so as to be measured by LoV.

4 .
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needs. The formative evaluation objective for READS reflects this inteng: )

Y By June 30, 1979, a. revised edition of the English version of READS’
will be developed by project staff. Revisions'will be based, in part,
on nformation ‘from LoU interviews with project teachers. "Accomplish-
ment of this. objecgive wiXl be evidenced by a panel of three réading
curric lum experts selected by the ESC-20 evaluation component judging

the. revisjon’ to be meaningful and’ substantial
s

L. ,’ 'y <L h Limitations . -

- . \ v , ’ -
READS" was one vof severai complicated programs at Region 20 during the late
N ¢ ~ ~

1970s. Evaluating.such an involved program proved difficult and time consuming

Moreovdr, the evalpation repreéeqted~the first attempt at using LoU as a foN
%
) - ,
ative evaluation tool. For-these reasons, the authors were hesitant to use

s

information from READS for this‘paperqn Despite these concerns, the evaluation
)

of READS\lest shows how LoU interviews can be used in an applied setting.

¥

L) Evaluaticn findings collected were some of the most diverse and comprehensive
9 available. . ) ) 3

a

The next section outlines 'the procedures currently uaed to carry out LoU
interviews to evaluate 14 curricular programs. These procedures are similar
to the ones used for READS. Problems encountered in the pilot run‘vith READS
are illustrative.of difficulties which may be encountered by others using LoU N

for the first time. They include:

e THe original sampling

- scheme had to be disr
13
carded. About one-

half of tne teachers

.

from the previous year

. could not‘be located.




The list of participants was not:ccnplctg. The actual number of teach-

ers trained was not known.

y -

Criteria for implementation were not piloted. Five criteria\were

originally identified, Qﬁe of the criteria was showd later f&;ﬁe_

’

pcritical for.iyplementation.

Insufficfént'information was collected for certain criterta Especially

difficult was collectiné information for non-users. Subseq@went data

analysts was difficult.,

~

Interviéws were done by five evaluators, although.702,of the interviews

were collected by the same two evaluators preparipg the final report.

Given the abové 'difficulties, the evaluation cost was nearly twice as

much as budgeted. .
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LoU PROCEDURES

' ]
-
b RS

This ;ection illustrates. current procedures for ‘carrying out an evaluation
study using LoU. The five steps involved in this procedure are illustrated\by .’

examples' from READS.: Figure 1, presentled at this time as an advanced organizer,
i . : TR

»

gives the relative amepnt of eQaluation time needed to carr;ﬁout each step of

the process. Apogt two-thirdg of an evaluator's ax‘railable3 time is'divided‘ i

evenly between conducfing interviews and anﬁlyzing data. Another one«€ifth is

1

spent selecting and contacting the sample. The remainder of this section
: ) -y .

LY

deécribes précedures associated with each stebu

* -
'

Conduct Incarygqws

Figure 1 '

How an Evaluator's Available }
Time is Used ] |

3Between 75% \and 80% of _af ‘evaluator's time is available for direct evaluation
.work as docukented by time and effort records. Remaining time is spent attend-
ing staff medtings, professional development activities and carrying cut
institutionall responsibilities. . . i

Vo

-
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* between evaluation and -° '

.

. .
. . . [.
i r »
. s . . . [ , . F ] 0y
. ~ LN . - - i
LN ’ . . ¢
. ., v
.
,

: Identifyidg Implementatich Criteria .

o -~ . . : o, <o . .
.* - A key role for, evaluation is idemtifying the,goals amd objectives of a
12 4 * . \ 3 N

N

7?%“; prqgram/(ﬁd‘il; 1978). Agreeing pn;}ﬁat showld be the criteria izr implemen-

frustrating process. . , - -

tationis a- tine-Zensuming and qué
.7 I

. N *

K - .

Securing agreement requires

strong'working ;elétions P A

-

.
\

prqogram staff. |, :
. - h '
- Vi 1 ¥
o A
o o .

\ . . ¢ ¢
i

. L. e .
-~ In ouzretting,*fghis» relationship is often presept c‘ to the emphasis on for- °

, the criferia—difiipulc.

1
.

-mative'eqeluation‘where evaluation and progiam staffs work closely togefher.
' N . v
o« F

R - ) N
Qpe‘characteristic unique to intermediate eduMation agencies makeé negotiating

"

. . [y
“~
¥

e

The préogram developer and pro-

and Develope}'-'-
ALL IN ONE!!

mahager. &

%]

gram .facilitator are §§ten the®

" same person, titled the program

i




) tThe-dual :aaes are in conflict.  As program developer,lthe program manager
’

‘questIons as:

-

wants to 'set the criteg" strictly so that the description of the program can

.
be put in its’ b.Et light. However‘ in theiz role as change facilitator, the

~4

same program.manager wants to have very 'general crfterfa to: increase the ,prob-

ability that a 'higher percentage of teachers willie implementers.

\ . .
Idplementation criteria are piloted during the fifst year of 3 program .

When® determining tentative criteria, evaluation and program staff must decide
7,
what the innovation "looks like" ia the classroo&i..They must respond to such:

- oo ‘
If teacher Smith participated in the program and is using the material’s
provided,: .and if teacher Jones does not participate at all, what would

"be happening to teacher Smith's.clads that wouldn't be happening to

teacher Jones' class? . '

. ’ ) . .

The criteria dre shen piloted on a, few teachers. Eace to face {nterviews

t

are oarried out presently with the possibfiity of"using‘telephone interviews

7 . \
- being" explored. Pilot interviews reveal teachers wholuse programs in ufg;oai

o L.

'days or who are borderline with regpect to one or moreiof the criteria. .In

o

reviewing these cases evaludtion and program staff have»néal data, not hypo-
) ,

'

thetical situations, which can be used tp better define the boundaries of the

program. From this, the criteria can be refined and ﬁinalized New criteria
-

may lso be identifi‘ ) ’

~

!
(’A clear definition of the innovatiap is esgential in obtaining qualitative

ormation ugeful to program staff irrespective of the data collectidh instru-

L]
nt employed. = Our experiqnces suggested two types’ of implementation criteria

.

. » X
could be identified; coincidentally, the same conclusion was drawn by researche7£

4 - ~ . .

- [y

A NI ' ~ . '

The first year of operation centers ‘on developing materials amd ironing out

‘wrinkles in the <instructional system. Teachers may-not be trained until the

- program; has been operationalized six months or longer. Implementation’is

seen as the second and third year priority. Criteria identified during the
first year remains essentially the same for succeeding years. é,l

4

< | . _ll_ ‘1‘1 . ~ |
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. \ - s [y
1
of the University of.Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher educa-

tion (See Hall & Loucks, 1978).v These criteria are called "critical" and

"related." . Teachers must meet critical criteria in order to be implementing

-

the program. Criticalaeri;eria represent primary program.goals identified

after the program is operational. Relategjpriteria, which also describes’ in-
g

dividual implementation, are seen by the program manager as important but not

.
(] . .

essential for implementation. Teachers who are users meet the impledientation
v ' P , : .

b -

¢riteria and most related criteris., The finalized criteria for READS _are

 J ) b ) . /
»given .below? . e ' . ) .
Critical Criteria: . - .- -

) .
' 1. The teachers must be using the student objectives containe

P

in the program They might skip a few objectives or uée them

in a slightly different order Bbut, in general, they should

-

*‘follow,the prescribed sequence. 2

v

Related Criteria: ) »

1. Thegteacher ﬁust‘identiﬂg the:reading level (skills) of each

-

individual child.
2. ihe students must Be grouped by,skilf\level {one srude%;
can be con&i&ered a group). - '
1‘3. 'The teacher must be testing for skill mastery by objective.
‘&he mastery level can be.established by the teacher.
4. The teacher must have a beginning at organizing te?ching
resources to~ go with the objectives. Tﬂ!s will be a retrieval

system such as card file or file folder. -

-

b,

-12-

-
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Identifying the Sample and Schedulihg Interviews

’ s

’ ! = - T A y - (
. The sampling design depends on program size (hgw many distric¢s, campuses, ///.
~

and teachers are served) and complexity (time of implementation is proportionate -

<
to complexity) The number of particfpant 1nterviews is proportionate to

project level of funding. Sempling is stratified randomly by campus. About
\twenty teachers are interviewed per project The relativelx small sample size )
means. that data is aggr\gated for all teachers and 43 not an;1{zed by district‘
or campus level. , | - S ‘ . .
Identifying the teacher sample can be a.érustrating task, Teacher.turnover ,

can be as high as 502 This problem is acute when trying to locate previous
participants in the program Finding teachers who have changed campuses can
also be perplexing The sample draw?-must be increased ?Oz’to 50% oalrequired
size. Replacement must be taken into accownt. R

° . -ﬂ; z

* -

-

A econd problem is that the list of
participfnts, maintained by program'
staff ma& be inaccurate. Nothing
1s more perplexing than calling a
teacher who says "I am not involved

-

" “in the program and haven't seen the
N : » v H

. program staff for over one year!"
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-

- . : - e Y . .
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Scheduling interviews in our settiog is an involied process. Time seems

4
o N to fly by? Betause the service.cenfeg does not have

RS . >

regulatory authority over distrigtsi.permission ﬁ;Pm

district pefsonnel must be obtained prior to'gonducting
-~ A .

the interviews. C(Contact is made with the central .office, °
usually with the superyisor, follgwed by a_call to the campus priﬁcipal.
Teacherg are. then cog;aétea. If Ehey cannot ge r7achéd'aF the initial phone

" call they are a;ked to return ihe call. 1If possible, inté}views are scheduled
during the\&gfference period. When Interviews are scheduled more than a week

‘e A * -
in advance, a reminder postcard is seng¢. Interviews are sche@uled at the con-

o -~ -

venience of the teachers< This doés not alwayl coiﬂéide with what is convenient

-

for evaluation staff, resulting in a loss of t he . P
\7
, Conducting ‘the Interview ' | .
K On the{day of the inteyview, the evaluator first goes to the principal's
‘;’ ’ S A

‘ office to staté/Ehaﬁ he or she is ét'the school. In some éanjr the principal

may request the .evidluator to check into the office before lea ing the school.

The interviewer then goes to the teacher's classroom or other .designated site.

The first part:of the fhterview’fdcuses on t;:kcrgteria for the program. For

fach criteria, thg‘interviewer attempts to ﬁdentify how well a teacher is

meeting the criteria. Once the information on the criteria 'is collected the

interviewer pro;eedé to usq.tﬁe staﬁdard LoU format. §See Appendi; )
* . ~ The interview ié usall& completed within thirty minute;:
At the concIusion of the intefview- a&hitional intérview fnformati&& may
be collected. This information spans'gspects of the prog’am not covered by

1mplementation criteria, such as quality of materials or the provision of

techniqal assistance. Supplemental information also hgs been gathered success-
: . A o
“ - -14-
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fuil&,by o;;$r—nc§f; (Klenke and'Ba;rows,'IQSO). . - )
Whenever possible, travel is coordinated . .
8o that ;everal teachers in the same or nearby-
campuses are interviewea. Coordinating this :
actiyity to be cost effective has ‘»\ .‘w

proved difficult.

Data Analysis .

‘All interviews| are transcribed. Essentﬁy&\fgr quality’tapes are a top-of-

pe’recoréer and a secretary familisr with educational

programs -

1GE and their related Jargon is a definite

-

aséqt. Transcribing is done’"for two
reasons. First, it is cost effective.
A person can read faster than they can

hear or write. The cost of transcribing

1

is,offset by eyaluatér time saved,

[

S
.

especially -when a\summary of “twenty ipiter-

s
views, each with five'ycriteria, must be

prepared. Qu;té; are inoiqded in evalua-
tion summaries to enﬂ;ncé apthenticity.

. Time is saved if the evalua;or is not

, required gg'reviév thé tape and transcribe information.- Second, trgnscriﬁts

can be revieyed ana the accuracy of data verified.

-

The transcripts themselves

x

ES

> are, a good management tool. sEvaluating programs using LoU interviews represe

R - h . /
: . ‘ ' ' 4 |
& | SRR \
) ree :; . ) -
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a new activity for many Region 20 evaluation staff

/e .
/

¥ith a knowledgeable colleague'can be a beneficial learning experience lead-

Reviewing transcripts

ing to a higher quality final report.
’ Interviei information.is analyzed in a two step process. _The first ste;
is to determine what percentage of the teachers are impiementing based on
. ®
whether or not th;; meet critical“;:iteria. The summative objective'éalled
- for QOi of the teacher to be implemepters'(Levels III, 1IV-a, I&-B, and V). _
The findings'shoun by |Table 1 reveal that 65% were implementing witg.ész of

the teachers being at the lowest implementation level, Level III, mechanical.
Vs

7 ’ ¢
. /I \ )

‘

. Tabfe 1
* Letel of Use Rating of READS Teachers
. . (N = 20) ‘ ,
LevelY S . Percentage of Teachers
0 - Non use - 352 4.
. ‘I - Orieqtatign - ' . 0z
T - II - Preparation K ~0% o ‘
III - Qgchanical _ - 452 y L '
IVA - Routine . ! - 1s% )
/ /> IVB - Refinement ' . ) 0% ‘ FO
v - Infegration : ‘52
VI - Renewal f : S %
'+

v

The second step is tghanaiyze inderview information according o both

critical and related criteria. How each teacher implemented the'innovaqa:ion

’

according tq'crgterih 18 recorded. Similar patterns or dominant configura-'

tions emerge (Hall, Zigmari, & Hord,:l979). ‘9nalyzing ddta by configuration

.

. presentﬁ;_ij not done in our, Qettingr although future research efforts,

.
’

. -16-" .
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- could profit by eiamining qchfigarations. The relatively few teachers

- ,

interyiewed. limjited the numbef_of potential dominEnt,configurations,
. o ' .

however. * .
. N ) - wowt
The best information was obtaimed by analyzing :
v . ® y ! : .

across criteria. Staff found this information most

relevant to immediate program needs. One of
the related criteria, fgr exagﬁle, required
teachers to group students by ‘ability level.

. \All teacherssmet this critermia. Four
~

variations were idlﬁtified. The most

) )

popular grouping methods were completely

individualized (40%) and a combination

- of large and small. groap techniques (30%). Figure 2 is a schematic depicting

0y

how READS data could be analyzed either by criteria (across) or configurations

1 4 ! .
(down). In conclusion, data analyzed across criteria instead of by configura-
] - .
tiod best meets the unique curritular improvement dema&i"of program staff.
{ : : .
= .

"

»
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i . Implementation for (Reads Tegchers® . . h
SR . : ) Teacher Identification Number
', . GQ O ¥ . . : —
Grouping . : ) ) 1234, .. .. .1112.1316 . . : .19 20
A . . . -
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. / Student Objectiyes
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. . « ) R ' ‘ . h
Completely individualized (one to one) Y gk W . . »
Beg.in all students at one level or ] ’
one of two levels, but then begin ) e
grouping students based on’their - ~

1 performance. . . . . ' * & ,

AL Combination &f large and small ‘ :

, group techniques. ’ * % % .
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‘ .
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D.ISCUSAN AND IMPLICATIONS

One of the few studies available on- program %Splementation measured by
4 - J

LoU is similar to READS. This evaluation studies the reading component of an,

-

Individually Guided Instructiog Program (IGE) in the Austin Independent -

.

School District. A general cqmparison &eveals READS was npt as well imple- .- -
mented asg, IGE. Thi:ty-five percent of READS teachérs were non-uséts, compared

to’ only ZOZ for IGE ' More signifjicant, most READS‘teachers were still
<

struggling to get’the program off the-ground (LoU III). Most ;EE teachers,

-

like teachers from other studies (Hall & Loucks‘1977 Loucks Hall, Rutherford,

.

Newlove & George, 1976 Reidy & Hord, 1979) were implementing at the routine.

level (LoU IV-A). The somewhat regressed implementation shown by READS par-

ticipants can b explained bv\the complexity of instructional design and - )

»

certaln incorrect assumptions about how implementation proceeds.
The assumption supporting many Center programs like READS]was that most
teachers trained would be implementing afteg,one year. This w's not valid.

Subsequent‘experience'with other Region 20 programs demonstrated that 40 to
602 of teachers were”implementing after one year and up to 802 were implementing
after two. The implementation process, stated Loucks et al (1976) takes
' . : - PR
considerable time. . .
{ . ~ M
«..0ur research* documeﬁts the fact that implementing...takes time.
It appears that teachers and professors, when implementing innovations,
'grow’ developmentally in their concerns and use of the innovation.
They are not simply non-users of an innovation -one day and sophisticated
users the next. (p. 12) . -

1 '




Programs built on the, assumption that the implementatioﬁ-takes just one
> . - .
year were, by design, ineffectual. Such programs did not account for the

large number of previous years teachers whé'were not impLementers As pro-

grams continued, more .teachérs needed to be serviced--uSually with the same

or a reducéd level of program resources.
— - Some Years Later -

°

First Year I

The long-term result was. that programs were less‘efficieq;wéﬁalteachefs did
L4

not receive the‘support ?thired. Fewer teachers than expected'hgcame im-

plementers; those who did implemett, did so at a lower’level. Such was the
) .
case with READS.

s

Simpler innovations are easier to implement than complex ones. Facil-

itators canp install them quicker and teachers can understand them readily.

-+ Simplicity is the key, espeﬁ}ally when one remembers®that the agency supplying

. \
&

the seed money wants to see near-immediate resuits. The management system
L 4

,ynderlying READS was a complicated one, with similar systems frequently re-

e

quiring computer assistanghe for implementation (Baker, 1978 ; Roecks, 1979b).
N .
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P allp I have three ( S) clagges.-

\

. . 7
., ~ Instructionally, many of the same systems-are not sound (éLgfks, 1979a).

One goal of management systems like READS is to éave‘teacher‘time. “For READS

- ~ >
an excessive amount of teacher time was required, as illustrated from teacher

Al v
.

comments:

- »

I finished charting, well,
the student profile charts. -
I finished that last week

. and here it is December and

...here it is December- -
and I still have' three more
READS classes. .

If I would havéhad five, o
still would be working on
- that (User). , X \

We feel very str&ngly that

it is too complicated, too
much paper work, and it °
takes' away from actual class-
‘room instruction (Non-user).

Strengths and Weaknesses

4

! \

Region 20 program staff contend that LoU interviews pro@ide sSme of the

N s * »
best curricular evaluation information available. They believe LoU interviews
.

give them unique information for improv-:

ing their programs. Staff agy disap-

pointed if the evaluaEion does not employ
T e 4

LoU interviews. They are no‘loqger

content with survey information or

’ - - - -
checklists. ,/// \\\T>




. ~ ” ’ . . .
QE;}egst four reasons can be cited why LoU interview inforﬁation is

i L Y
useful for program improvement. First, information is provided that program

staff cannot obtain dn their own. Region 20 evaluation staff can secure }
N . P ) - b

’ higher quality information due to their’
- - ‘

organizatiomal independence frem the pfo-
‘ gram. Participants are reluyctant: to .
"eell it li£§ it is! to those they work

[ 4
with. Moreover, confidentiality,of infor-

1

mation is guaranteed by the policy of our

N
evaluation office. Second LoU information

corroborates vwhether o no; the proéigg is

procegding according to p%an. The

fidelity of implementation is shown by

]

the degree to which LoU findings correspdnd to critical and related criteria

(See Figurgo}). Third, the process of having to develop specific criteria for

¢ . .
the program has potential side aﬁfects. Evaluation and program staffs develop -
a stronger working relationship and both gain an understanding of the program.

; Tﬁe goal of the process, ‘'well defined relevant criferia, ultimately benefits
4 [}

-

. the classroom teacher state Hall and Loucks gl 8):
+...it appears. that when :the developer is hot clear in describing the
innovations or change facilitators do not communicaté effectively,
‘ users are apt to implement an unusual configuration or at least de-
scribe the innovation in different ways. On the other hand, if the
.  implementation process is well designed and articulated, and is
consistent with the developer's model, the semantic and operatidn
confusion is not so apt to occur. (p./30-31)
. A

Fourth, the kind of information resulting from LoU interviews. generally can-

"

not be obtained from survey instruments. Questionnaire data represents one
. -

.
v

way communication where teachers are askeg to respond to program and evaluation.

-

‘ -

- - N (3 ~
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3

.criterfa, they are free to go “into other

_the users and the inmovdtion‘itself.

¢ . N ’ - [ 4 ° —/
" N > L} . N .
staffs’' prjjjgspptions of how' teachers are using the program. This "Catch 22"

»

phendﬁema can be summarized as follows:

"1, Qhestionnaires are'sent out to determine what the teachérs are

doing with- the innovation.

2. The only way the questionndires will colgéc; this information is

e if the questiens  asked are relevant to what the: teachers are syp-

~

posed to be doing. .

N ’ ) -

3. There is no way to ensure that the questions are relevant without ,
- - ‘ .
already knowing what the teachers are doing. . s

, Y
4. If you alregdy know what the téachers are doing, there is no point

——

. 1in sending out the questionnaires. ‘. : ™ //

Interviews are most effective in correctly ideptifying how teachers -are

using the innovation. While the interviewers have a predetermined list of

=,

aspects or issues the teachers themselves o Boy' We

\ Sure got more than

— AN ’
raise. Unanticipated outcomes?\hhigh do ~ ' e a§§Ed for!!!
] . . //

not directly relate to implementation

criteria, provide some of the mdst
~

®

[ . 4
useful evaluation data. New criteria

5
may emerge. Variations occur. in both .

%Although evaluation in our setting is objective based, -important side effects
can be identified §y using techniques such as LoU. Examining program effects
irrespective of godls,has been advocated by Michael Scriven (1974), a pioneer
in the area of goal-free evaluation.

1 c -
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Illustrative §{indings include:

’ . :
Student Population Served: ‘ ¢

-~

a .

e “ READS was us‘ed almost exclusively with remedial or spacial
“ . . , 3 < (R4 b
A Y

education students. . ﬁ‘

)

é Some speclal education teachers were unaware that READS could

be used in small Eroup settings. . ’

M

. . Yo \

Resource Materials: . . . 0 -
.o Some midqle school’ teachers have prob_lems finding ma:'e?ials .
: that the‘ir. remedial students would not see as being "baby )
| } books:" ‘ ,.' “ . .o | .
' . v‘Teacl%ers frequently did .I.ldt have access rto‘t:e‘materials listed
) '3 4 for each objective. ° . ‘ o . ’
. ° Mostlteachers wanted the READS cards laminated. _ »
. READS Objectives: . ‘ . . ,. . " -
° Abomlxt half the middie school teachers .beli'eve? object;l.ve'; were ‘
. too Sﬁecific. RN ‘ - . . ' |
) ° 'Qome .te.ache:rS perceived a conflict bgtween READS ol;jectivgs ’ N
. and statPe and district guidelines. .
,. Téstitig and Cla'ss Management ‘ ; ’ ’l
ﬁ s Some teache;'s believed the pretest placed studentg at oLo high ' i
'a reading level. . . N 4 I
e Several teachers found’pz:ete.sting required months to complete. ’ A
. ' Posttestuing by obj'ectives was someéim;s not done because teaghe; " \1,
- ' ]
/ ‘needed mor; than one set of thg p‘osttests and :reproductdon Icod‘té ‘i
| were h:;.gh:u - i
e ' Some teachers werée having trouble m&u;aging b&ioral probfll‘eins , ;
T 2 A T sngal]‘. grc;up settings., ' \ - ) . . N~ )
~e_ . ) - N G
~ . . - ’ “ - \ : ‘. pd
. \ i |
SN - 27 N T .
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The biggest drawback to LoU interviews' is the cost dssociaﬁed with seciring
PR

information useful for program modification. Carrying out the interviews and

‘determining the overall LoU*is easy to accomplish. This task is iﬁexpensive

relative to the cost of giving form-

ative information.

out an evaluation study using LoU’

[ have to be fed to,
do Quality Work!!

for 20 teaéheii is.gfven by Table 2.
About tﬁree person weeks, represen-

tiﬁg between 507 to 60% of the total
“cost, are requiréd to complete the

study. Transcribing gosts.are $20

"to $25 per tape.

.. * ) l'
_ - _ The cost given by Table 2 assumes personnel ard trained in applying LoU .

-

as a formative evaluation tool. Evaiuatorg must undergo a three day training

..session in order 'to be considered for certification. Additional time, review-

) >
ing pre-rated tépes, is. required for certifi-

@;!! We are Certified

is a time consuming agtivity.‘~ ' )
. . , . ‘ \'\__-——-——\

c&tior.x. Learning .how to compile LoU data

for thé purpose of formative evaluation

~ I ]
i - *
!
| :
- <, .
. . .
} . .
1 : .
i . N he o .
” j/ ’ . *
. . s
[y - ' ’
/ . ) o .
S, e - . / M
° l)n l') -
. r ~Q
. -25- -
- ~ - . . ’

s

The cost to carry

a
‘

T\

e 1
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- . . L . .
. - ’
. ’ Tabd2 oK - :
" Cost to Carry Out an Evaluation Stgdy.Usiﬁg\LoU for 20 Teachers?®
T - Cost Estimate
’ - . . 4
. . T T p
.- Expendirure ) iow High
. Personnel (about three person weeks)b 4 $ E 950 ° | $ 11;250
‘ Transcribing 20 tapes® | 400 500
Overhead (travel, tape recorder, tapes, - .
office equipment, supplies)d 350 550
Total . . $1,700 7§ 2,300

3
2 -~

[
o

aInterview information is used fdr both summative and formative purposes. If

only summative information is’ required (overall Lol), the cost 1s 30 to 40
percent loggr.

£

N § 3
bPersonﬂ'&l should be certifiéd in Levels of Use. Cost includes loss of three

workdays plus cost of train#ng and travel expenses. These costs are not in-
cluded. )

¢ J .
! .

This represents the aggunt Eaid.to_an putside business. We do our own tran-
' scribing, resulting ifhigher quality at a slightly lower cost. Initia vest-
ment includes.a transcribing unit ($850.00) and typewriter ($800.00).
. \ ~ . - . A s
. ’ \ ' s . N
As Region 20 serves 50 schaols in fourteen counties much of the overhead cost
. is travel. Tape recorders!(Lanier Dictaphones) cost $250.00, tapes $4.00.

-
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b

This'Etudi preeented an evaluation of ' a reading program whose intent

" was to train o

r 200 K-8 teachers

20 teachers waa'interviewed using

for successful implementation were

.

)
» .

over a three year period.
the Levels of Use technique.

identified.

1
A sample of

Criteria

Findings revealed 657 of

¢

the teachers implementing at-vario

tation being lover'%han for simila studies. The regressed

was accounted for by the complexit

.

Y
correct assumption that, most, teache

s of furtner signifioanée, was

levels, witi.‘he degree of implemen-

implemkntation
. ~ '

of instructiongl ‘design and the din~

rs would be implementing after one yéarf

>

the‘wealth of formative evaluation.infor-

mation provided by‘interviews in the areas of student“cﬁaracteristics,

1

*

materials, objectiées,‘testing and classroom‘managenent. This additional

information idehtified common practices and the most frequent ways thaf .

teachers implemented the program, 4revailing problems angpthe typical

~

organizational patterna snpportingﬁthe.innovation within the school. \\Zfe

information proved useful in ident#fying areas of need and allowed project

staff po make data-based decfaions}targeted at-program improvement.. Thé’

employuent of Levels of Uge interv ew in&brmation was especially valuable in

by pqLctitioners

The major limitation cited

4
its application to tge'purposes of| formative evaluation
)

responsible for effective change i schools

“for the technique was.the cogt to arry out- valid evaluation.

L4

1 N -

o
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4

Have you ever used it in the past? TIf so, when? Why did you stop?
(1f yes, go tq " then return)

0/1-11 * Have you made a decision to use in the fucure?
I/11 ‘ . 1t 80, when will vou begin use? ‘ Lo
knowledge Can you describe . -\foi me as you see it?
Acquiring . Ar@ you currently looking for any 1nformacion about
Informacion ) ? What kinds? For what purposes? .
Knowledge What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of

in yov.’ situation? _

Assaessing

‘ At this point 1in tine, what kinds of qucscions\;}e.
you asking about . ? Give examples {f
necessary. . '
‘Sharing Do you ever talk with others and share information- .
about é& What do you share? . .
.
Planning . What ate you planaing with respect to ? Can
, 4' you cell me about any prepataCiou or plang you have been:
making for cne use of ? ,
rinal ' Can you summarize for me upcte you sec voutsel rizsht now
Question in relation, to the use of ?
{Optional)

PAST USERS*

.

Can you describe for me Wow you organized your use of = » What problems
you found, whac its effg¢cty appeared to be on scudoncs’

When you assess
and weaknesses?

A

(Return to other nonuse questions.)

. ’ .- -
a . M
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YES ‘

Opcn-gnded : }lense describe for me how you use . (Ask sRfficicnt
. questions to get configurations.) v p -
Assessing/ - What 'do_you see as the strengths and wqakﬁesses of in
Knowledge ©  your situation? (Have vou made any attempt to do anytaing about
- weaknesses? . Pgobe those they mencloned specifically.)
- ' .
Acquirigyg Are you currently lookidg for }ny information about ?
Inforwation What kind? For what,purposes?
louv | Do you work with others in your use of ? Do you meet
e on a regular basis? Have you made any changes in yqur use of
’ ‘based gm this cgprdina:iou? (if yes, zo to *)
"'?Sharing Do you ever talk.with others about . ? What do you tell
’ them? i '
Assessing (Have you considered any alternaiives or different ways of doing
’ things with the program?) Are you doing any eéaluacing, either
formajlly or {nformally, that woyld affect your use’of ?

Have you received any feedback from students that would affect

the wvay you're using __? What have vou done with the
information you got?

IIT/IVA/IVB " Have you made any chdnges recently in how you use . > !
What? Why? How recently? Are you considering making any
changes? .

Planning/ As you look ahead to later this ycar, what plans do you have
Status in relation to your use of ?
Reporting x

i g f}llI—V/VI Are you vonsidering-or planning to make major modificacions
= or rteplace Jt this time? ,
- ’ . ¢ *LoU V Probes

"1. How do you work together?: What things do vou share with dach other?

2. How frequently? “.
3. What do you see as the effects of this collaboration?
4. Are you looking for any particular kind of information in relation to this

-, collaboration? .
¥ 4
5. Do you talk with others about your collaboration? If so, what do you share
with them? - '
6. Have you done ahy formdl o:;i:(ormal evaluation of how your collaboration igs
- working? ) ‘ : ‘ .

7. What plens do you have for this effort in the fucure?
If you have enough evidence to place the person at an LoU V,
EO CEJ . ’ \-) ot
Tt ‘you do not’ think the person {s’an Lol V, ) . .

- 80 to:: . .
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WHY LoU INTERVIENS WORK. \
A} . '\_\
\\.
1,  UN1que propucT : \
. EVALUATION INDEPENDENCE
- . L S
. CONFIDENTIALITY 7 ;
- . ]
+ CAN'T GET FROM SURVEYS A |
> . . i . 1
B 2, DOCUMENTS PROGRAM smz{. . |
. 5 . 1
: i
g o . 3. [MPLEMENTATION CRITERIAws»BETTER DEFINITION |
“ 4, UNANTICIPATED OUTCOMES
e .
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| HAVE TO BE FED TO . "
DO QUALITY '
Work!!! s
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